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made available pursuant to the authority pro-
vided in this section or under any other provi-
sion of law for the purposes of the programs 
under subsection (a). 

SEC. 9008. Amounts provided in this title for 
operations in Iraq and Afghanistan may be used 
by the Department of Defense for the purchase 
of heavy and light armored vehicles for force 
protection purposes, notwithstanding price or 
other limitations specified elsewhere in this Act, 
or any other provision of law: Provided, That 
the Secretary of Defense shall submit a report in 
writing no later than 30 days after the end of 
each fiscal quarter notifying the congressional 
defense committees of any purchase described in 
this section, including the cost, purposes, and 
quantities of vehicles purchased. 

SEC. 9009. During the current fiscal year, 
funds available to the Department of Defense 
for operation and maintenance may be used, 
notwithstanding any other provision of law, to 
provide supplies, services, transportation, in-
cluding airlift and sealift, and other logistical 
support to coalition forces supporting military 
and stability operations in Iraq and Afghani-
stan: Provided, That the Secretary of Defense 
shall provide quarterly reports to the congres-
sional defense committees regarding support 
provided under this section. 

SEC. 9010. (a) Not later than 60 days after the 
date of the enactment of this Act and every 90 
days thereafter through the end of fiscal year 
2006, the Secretary of Defense shall set forth in 
a report to Congress a comprehensive set of per-
formance indicators and measures for progress 
toward military and political stability in Iraq. 

(b) The report shall include performance 
standards and goals for security, economic, and 
security force training objectives in Iraq to-
gether with a notional timetable for achieving 
these goals. 

(c) In specific, the report requires, at a min-
imum, the following: 

(1) With respect to stability and security in 
Iraq, the following: 

(A) Key measures of political stability, includ-
ing the important political milestones that must 
be achieved over the next several years. 

(B) The primary indicators of a stable security 
environment in Iraq, such as number of engage-
ments per day, numbers of trained Iraqi forces, 
and trends relating to numbers and types of eth-
nic and religious-based hostile encounters. 

(C) An assessment of the estimated strength of 
the insurgency in Iraq and the extent to which 
it is composed of non-Iraqi fighters. 

(D) A description of all militias operating in 
Iraq, including the number, size, equipment 
strength, military effectiveness, sources of sup-
port, legal status, and efforts to disarm or re-
integrate each militia. 

(E) Key indicators of economic activity that 
should be considered the most important for de-
termining the prospects of stability in Iraq, in-
cluding— 

(i) unemployment levels; 
(ii) electricity, water, and oil production rates; 

and 
(iii) hunger and poverty levels. 
(F) The criteria the Administration will use to 

determine when it is safe to begin withdrawing 
United States forces from Iraq. 

(2) With respect to the training and perform-
ance of security forces in Iraq, the following: 

(A) The training provided Iraqi military and 
other Ministry of Defense forces and the equip-
ment used by such forces. 

(B) Key criteria for assessing the capabilities 
and readiness of the Iraqi military and other 
Ministry of Defense forces, goals for achieving 
certain capability and readiness levels (as well 
as for recruiting, training, and equipping these 
forces), and the milestones and notional time-
table for achieving these goals. 

(C) The operational readiness status of the 
Iraqi military forces, including the type, num-
ber, size, and organizational structure of Iraqi 
battalions that are— 

(i) capable of conducting counterinsurgency 
operations independently; 

(ii) capable of conducting counterinsurgency 
operations with the support of United States or 
coalition forces; or 

(iii) not ready to conduct counterinsurgency 
operations. 

(D) The rates of absenteeism in the Iraqi mili-
tary forces and the extent to which insurgents 
have infiltrated such forces. 

(E) The training provided Iraqi police and 
other Ministry of Interior forces and the equip-
ment used by such forces. 

(F) Key criteria for assessing the capabilities 
and readiness of the Iraqi police and other Min-
istry of Interior forces, goals for achieving cer-
tain capability and readiness levels (as well as 
for recruiting, training, and equipping), and the 
milestones and notional timetable for achieving 
these goals, including— 

(i) the number of police recruits that have re-
ceived classroom training and the duration of 
such instruction; 

(ii) the number of veteran police officers who 
have received classroom instruction and the du-
ration of such instruction; 

(iii) the number of police candidates screened 
by the Iraqi Police Screening Service, the num-
ber of candidates derived from other entry pro-
cedures, and the success rates of those groups of 
candidates; 

(iv) the number of Iraqi police forces who 
have received field training by international po-
lice trainers and the duration of such instruc-
tion; and 

(v) attrition rates and measures of absenteeism 
and infiltration by insurgents. 

(G) The estimated total number of Iraqi bat-
talions needed for the Iraqi security forces to 
perform duties now being undertaken by coali-
tion forces, including defending the borders of 
Iraq and providing adequate levels of law and 
order throughout Iraq. 

(H) The effectiveness of the Iraqi military and 
police officer cadres and the chain of command. 

(I) The number of United States and coalition 
advisors needed to support the Iraqi security 
forces and associated ministries. 

(J) An assessment, in a classified annex if nec-
essary, of United States military requirements, 
including planned force rotations, through the 
end of calendar year 2006. 

SEC. 9011. Congress, consistent with inter-
national and United States law, reaffirms that 
torture of prisoners of war and detainees is ille-
gal and does not reflect the policies of the 
United States Government or the values of the 
people of the United States. 

SEC. 9012. Supervision and administration 
costs associated with a construction project 
funded with appropriations available for oper-
ation and maintenance, and executed in direct 
support of the Global War on Terrorism only in 
Iraq and Afghanistan, may be obligated at the 
time a construction contract is awarded: Pro-
vided, That for the purpose of this section, su-
pervision and administration costs include all 
in-house Government cost. 

SEC. 9013. Amounts appropriated or otherwise 
made available in this title are designated as 
making appropriations for contingency oper-
ations related to the global war on terrorism 
pursuant to section 402 of H. Con. Res. 95 (109th 
Congress), the concurrent resolution on the 
budget for fiscal year 2006. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Department of 
Defense Appropriations Act, 2006’’. 

Mr. STEVENS. I move to reconsider 
the vote. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. STEVENS. If I may have a mo-
ment, I thank our staff for their dedi-
cation and hard work putting this bill 
together. I point out to the Senate the 

people I am going to name are our 
staff. They work with both Senator 
INOUYE and me. We work as a seamless 
team in the subcommittee: Sid 
Ashworth, Charlie Houy, Lesley Kalan, 
Brian Wilson, Brian Potts, Kate 
Kaufer, Mark Hoaland, Alycia Farrell, 
Katy Hagan, Betsy Schmid, Nicole 
DiResta, Mazie Mattson, Janelle 
Treon, Kate Fitzgerald, Jennifer 
Chartrand. 

Let me recognize a very dedicated, 
wonderful staff person of our sub-
committee, Mazie Mattson, who is now 
going to retire after 25 years of work-
ing for Congress. This is Mazie’s final 
Defense bill. We are extremely grateful 
to her for her sincere loyalty and tire-
less efforts and very gracious support 
she provided to each and every one of 
us on both sides of the aisle on our sub-
committee. She will be greatly missed. 
We wish her family and her husband, 
Bill, all the best. We thank you very 
much, Mazie. Thank you very much. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
ISAKSON). The majority leader. 

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent the Senate insist 
on its amendment, request a con-
ference with the House, and the Chair 
be authorized to appoint conferees. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection it is so ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER appointed 
Mr. STEVENS, Mr. COCHRAN, Mr. SPEC-
TER, Mr. DOMENICI, Mr. BOND, Mr. 
MCCONNELL, Mr. SHELBY, Mr. GREGG, 
Mrs. HUTCHISON, Mr. BURNS, Mr. 
INOUYE, Mr. BYRD, MR. LEAHY, Mr. 
HARKIN, Mr. DORGAN, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. 
REID, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, and Ms. MIKUL-
SKI conferees on the part of the Senate. 

f 

DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SE-
CURITY APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 
2006—CONFERENCE REPORT 

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent the Senate proceed 
to the immediate consideration of the 
conference report to accompany H.R. 
2360, the Homeland Security appropria-
tions bill. I further ask consent that 
there be 30 minutes of debate equally 
divided, and following the use or yield-
ing back of time, the Senate proceed to 
a vote on adoption of the conference re-
port, with no intervening action or de-
bate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will report. 
The assistant legislative clerk read 

as follows: 
The committee of conference on the dis-

agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 
2360) ‘‘making appropriations for the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security for the fiscal 
year ending September 30, 2006, and for other 
purposes,’’ having met, have agreed that the 
House recede from its disagreement to the 
amendment of the Senate, and agree to the 
same with an amendment, and the Senate 
agree to the same, signed by a majority of 
conferees on the part of both Houses. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the Senate will proceed to 
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the consideration of the conference re-
port. 

The Senate proceeded to consider the 
conference report. 

(The conference report is printed in 
the House proceedings of the RECORD of 
September 20, 2005.) 

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, for the in-
formation of colleagues, we expect this 
vote to be a voice vote. There will be 
no more rollcall votes today. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, in the 

Senate this year, we have considered 
this homeland security bill during two 
very different times of crisis. When the 
bill was on the floor of the Senate in 
July, the reprehensible train bombings 
in London had just occurred and there 
was a desire to increase funding for rail 
security. Now, we consider this con-
ference report during the immediate 
aftershock of two damaging hurricanes 
in the gulf coast, which demolished en-
tire cities and towns. And there has 
been a call and an urgency to provide 
Federal financial help. We have met 
that call through significant—very sig-
nificant—supplemental emergency 
funds. While these funds need to be 
monitored to make sure they are spent 
wisely and prudently, it is appropriate 
to help get the people in these areas 
back on their feet. And it is important 
to remember that this is an emergency, 
and emergency needs are being ad-
dressed through tens of billions of dol-
lars that have been approved. 

The conference report we are consid-
ering today addresses the Department 
of Homeland Security as a whole. It is 
an amalgamation of 22 Federal agen-
cies and it encompasses the broad spec-
trum of homeland security needs. But 
first and foremost, the Department 
must be focused on the national secu-
rity of our country. 

The conference report before us 
builds on that. It is threat-based and 
provides total appropriations of $31.9 
billion for the Department of Home-
land Security, directly focusing on two 
of the most vulnerable areas of our 
homeland security: weapons of mass 
destruction and border security. 

As a country, we pride ourselves on 
being an open and democratic society 
that affords tremendous freedoms to 
its citizens. Unfortunately, there are 
terrorists who wish to prey on that 
trust and openness and to harm and 
kill massive numbers of innocent civil-
ians to attack our way of life. There is 
absolutely no question that if a ter-
rorist gets control of a weapon of mass 
destruction, be it biological, nuclear, 
or radiological, it will be used against 
us and against the fundamentals of 
Western civilization. This conference 
report provides over $2.4 billion for 
WMD and terrorism prevention and 
preparedness, including funds to assist 
State and local jurisdictions. 

Similarly, because we seek to par-
ticipate in an open and vibrant world, 
our borders are incredibly porous and 
access into this country is easy. Re-
grettably, that openness is now a 

threat to us. We do not have a handle 
on who and what crosses into our coun-
try everyday. This conference report 
provides $9 billion, which funds 1,000 
new border patrol agents, 250 new in-
vestigators, 460 new detention per-
sonnel, and the necessary infrastruc-
ture and training capacity to support a 
vast improvement in our border secu-
rity. 

I want to particularly single out the 
coast guard for the outstanding job 
they have done in the gulf coast 
States. They exemplify a working 
agency—one that does its job without 
fanfare and complaint, and which pro-
duces tremendous results in the num-
ber of lives that were saved rescuing 
over 33,520 people—as many as they 
have over the past 8 years—stranded by 
Hurricane Katrina. Their superior 
work day in and day out is well recog-
nized. This conference report provides 
a total of $7.86 billion for the Coast 
Guard for fiscal year 2006. 

As clearly as we saw the top perform-
ance of the Coast Guard during 
Katrina, the problems in FEMA con-
tinue to be highlighted. And this Com-
mittee intends to conduct an in depth 
analysis of the Department and this 
agency. At this time, putting more 
money in this bill, on top of the $60 bil-
lion in emergency funds already pro-
vided and the funds that will soon be 
coming in the next supplemental, is 
not the solution. 

I continue to also be concerned about 
the vast amount of unspent funds in 
the Department, particularly the $6.2 
billion in unspent funds for State and 
local grants. For that reason, this bill 
limits funding in those areas. As a part 
of the National Preparedness Goal, 
State and local jurisdictions are under-
taking a review of their essential capa-
bilities, to determine what has been ac-
complished with the funds provided so 
far. The results of this analysis will be 
used to inform future funding deci-
sions. 

Interoperable communications re-
mains a significant priority. One of the 
hurdles facing communities attempt-
ing to achieve this goal is that not all 
of the technical standards, known as 
Project 25, are finished. Some stand-
ards continue under development. 

Overall, this conference report rep-
resents a responsible and targeted ap-
proach to homeland security funding. 
Were we able to fully meet every need? 
No, given fiscal constraints, we focused 
our limited resources on eliminating 
the most serious and detrimental 
vulnerabilities of our homeland secu-
rity. And we have made a significant 
accomplishment in beginning to ad-
dress the major threats facing our na-
tional security as a whole. This con-
ference report demonstrates our strong 
commitment to shoring up our na-
tional security, making the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security a better 
agency with a more coordinated and 
cohesive approach, and ensuring we are 
focused on the emerging threats of 
today rather than on yesterday’s prob-
lems. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time on the conference report? 

The Senator from West Virginia. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I yield my-

self such time as I may consume. 
Mr. President, I thank Chairman 

JUDD GREGG, the House Chairman HAR-
OLD ROGERS, Representatives MARTIN 
SABO, Representative DAVE OBEY, and 
all of the House and Senate conferees 
for their hard work on the Homeland 
Security appropriations conference re-
port. 

I also commend the thousands of men 
and women who are on the front lines 
of Homeland Security. God bless them. 
I thank them. While I remain very con-
cerned that we are not giving these 
men and women the tools they need to 
do their job, that in no way detracts 
from their commitment to serve the 
Nation. 

The conference agreement that is be-
fore the Senate sends a strong signal to 
the Department that it needs to move 
in a new direction. The Department 
needs to be nimble and responsive, not 
bureaucratic and slow. It needs to tar-
get limited resources on future threats, 
not simply the threats posed by the at-
tacks of September 11. 

The conference agreement includes 
numerous improvements to the Presi-
dent’s budget, particularly with regard 
to border security, air cargo security, 
improved screening of airline pas-
sengers for explosives, funds to hire 
firefighters, as well as funding to pro-
tect the all-hazards Emergency Man-
agement Performance Grant Program. 

The conference agreement builds on 
the bipartisan border security initia-
tives I offered along with the very able 
Senator, Mr. CRAIG, with Chairman 
GREGG’s support to the 2005 emergency 
supplemental bill. Between the supple-
mental enacted in May and this bill, 
Congress will have increased the num-
ber of Border Patrol agents by 1,500; 
Congress will have increased the num-
ber of immigration investigators, 
agents, and detention officers by over 
750; and Congress will have increased 
the number of detention beds by at 
least 1,800. 

I commend all of the conferees and in 
particular the inimitable chairman, 
JUDD GREGG, for that action. The inim-
itable chairman. Do you hear that? The 
inimitable chairman, Judd Gregg. He is 
not here, but he will hear about it. 

In addition, the agreement contains 
an important protection for the pri-
vacy rights of Americans. The agree-
ment would prohibit the use of com-
mercial databases in the implementa-
tion of Secure Flight, the Depart-
ment’s proposed new airline passenger 
profiling system. Such commercial 
databases are unreliable and poten-
tially could be used to invade people’s 
privacy. 

The conference agreement provides 
$30.8 billion for discretionary pro-
grams, an increase of just 4.6 percent. 
This is a very lean bill. The committee 
was put into a difficult position as a re-
sult of the administration’s proposal to 
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have the Appropriations Committee in-
crease the fees paid by airline pas-
sengers by $1.68 billion. How about 
that? 

The Appropriations Committee does 
not have jurisdiction—what is the mat-
ter with the White House?—the Appro-
priations Committee does not have ju-
risdiction over airline fees. The White 
House knows that. The Budget Office 
knows that. So as a result of what the 
White House did, the committee was 
forced to reduce spending on critical 
homeland security programs—your 
programs, your people’s programs, 
your constituents’ programs. 

This ill-considered administration 
proposal—hear it—this ill-considered 
White House proposal resulted in real 
cuts—real cuts—in firefighter grants, 
first responder grants, Coast Guard op-
erations, and in the number of airport 
screeners. 

Now listen. Listen. It is regrettable 
that the administration’s apparent 
lack of understanding of the legislative 
process—when will they learn?—their 
apparent lack of understanding of the 
legislative process will have such a di-
rect impact on programs that are im-
portant elements of our homeland se-
curity strategy. How about that? Time 
and time again—time and time again— 
this administration has talked a good 
game on homeland security, but it has 
not followed through with a sustained 
commitment of resources and ideas. I 
fear that the administration believes 
that it fulfilled its commitment to se-
curing the homeland by creating the 
Department of Homeland Security, 
which I voted against. And I am glad I 
voted against it. Well, America is not 
made safer by simply reorganizing 
boxes on an organizational chart. 

Repeatedly, the energy, the initia-
tive, the resources, and the leadership 
for homeland security have come from 
the Congress—the Congress. From bor-
der security to transit, rail, and port 
security, to air cargo security and ex-
plosives detection, the initiative—hear 
me—the initiative to fund these efforts 
came from—where?—the Congress, you, 
this body, the other body, the people’s 
branch, the Congress. This conference 
agreement continues in that tradition, 
and I commend Chairman GREGG and 
former Chairman COCHRAN. I commend 
them for their excellent leadership. 

However, following the terrorist at-
tacks on 9/11, the Madrid and London 
train bombings, many other bombings 
such as those in Bali just a few days 
ago, and Hurricane Katrina, Congress 
should be approving a more robust 
homeland security bill. If there is one 
lesson we should all learn from Hurri-
cane Katrina, it is that when you 
starve our Nation’s infrastructure and 
allow our emergency response capacity 
to wither on the vine, there are con-
sequences. There are consequences. 
There will be consequences. 

In conference, I joined with Rep-
resentatives OBEY and SABO in offering 
an amendment to provide $1.7 billion of 
targeted investments for emergency 

disaster planning, predisaster mitiga-
tion, grants to hire, equip, and train 
firefighters, and grants for transit, 
port, and chemical security. The 
amendment would also have helped the 
Coast Guard maintain the ships, the 
planes, the helicopters that they have 
used so effectively in evacuating over 
33,000 people following Hurricane 
Katrina and Hurricane Rita. 

The entire bill that is before us, the 
budget for the entire Department, is 
only $30.8 billion. Now, I understand 
the need to live within limits, but 
sometimes those limits simply do not 
correspond to the reality that con-
fronts us. Why not limit somewhere 
else? Why not limit somewhere else? 
How much are we giving to Iraq? How 
many questions do we ask, then, when 
we give there? We build infrastructure 
in Iraq. How about building it here in 
our country? Charity begins at home. 

In the past month, we appropriated 
$60 billion as an emergency for one 
agency that is funded by this bill, 
FEMA. One agency received a supple-
mental that is double the annual budg-
et of the entire Department, and yet in 
this bill we fail to make the invest-
ments to help us avoid future $60 bil-
lion supplemental bills. 

We should be increasing predisaster 
mitigation efforts. What if something 
happens here in Washington? What if 
something hits Washington? There will 
be millions of people from Washington, 
Virginia, and Maryland heading— 
where?—heading westward, heading to-
ward West Virginia, heading toward 
parts of Maryland, Pennsylvania, and 
Virginia. Then what? Yes, what about 
that? We have seen the problems cre-
ated by Katrina. What if the terrorists 
were to hit here, and then we have this 
massive, massive flow of people West-
ward? That is what we are talking 
about when we talk about predisaster 
mitigation efforts. 

My Governor, the Governor of West 
Virginia, the most handsome Governor 
in the country, Governor Joe Manchin, 
has proposed that there be more 
money—more money, that we need to 
prepare ahead of time, that we need to 
pre-position medical supplies, pre-posi-
tion gasoline, pre-position other items 
that will be needed when and if that 
disaster hits here. That is what we 
should be increasing: predisaster miti-
gation efforts—not cutting them. 

We should be doing the disaster plan-
ning now so that if there is a terrorist 
attack in a major city such as Wash-
ington, DC, that produces a mass evac-
uation, there will be pre-positioned 
food, water, fuel, and communications 
equipment to help the millions of af-
fected citizens evacuate safely. 

When less than 25 percent of eligible 
applications for firefighting grants 
were approved last year, should we be 
cutting firefighting funds by $105 mil-
lion? Why, that is sheer madness—mad-
ness. That is sheer madness. May I say 
to one of my favorite Senators of all 
time, the Senator from Vermont, JIM 
JEFFORDS—one of my favorite Sen-
ators—that is sheer madness. 

When the Madrid and London train 
bombings proved that there is a real 
threat to our transit systems—hear 
me, New York City—when there is a 
real threat to our transit systems, 
should Congress be providing just $150 
million, when the estimated need is $6 
billion—$6 billion. 

When two Russian airplanes were si-
multaneously blown out of the sky by 
terrorists 1 year ago, should we be sat-
isfied that only 18—only 18—out of the 
448 commercial airports in the United 
States have received new checkpoint 
technologies to screen passengers for 
explosives? 

Hear me. We better act in time. 
I believe Chairman GREGG—the inim-

itable chairman, I say; he is a Repub-
lican, but he is a great chairman; I am 
proud of him—has put together a bill 
that makes significant improvements 
to the President’s budget. I commend 
Chairman GREGG for those choices. 
However, as we move forward on a 
Katrina supplemental bill, I hope we 
will reconsider the investments con-
tained in the amendment that was de-
feated—hear me—defeated in con-
ference. 

Sometimes I say, yes, sometimes you 
have to spend money to save money 
and to save lives. Let me say that 
again. Sometimes—sometimes, Sen-
ators; sometimes, Mr. President; some-
times, I say to the White House—you 
have to spend money to save money 
and to save lives. And you do have to 
spend it here in America, in this coun-
try, to save American lives. 

I commend the staff—our wonderful 
staff, our great staff, our dedicated 
staff—for their contributions to this 
important legislation. In particular, I 
thank Chairman GREGG’s staff: Re-
becca Davies, James Hayes, Carol 
Cribbs, Kimberly Nelson, Shannon 
O’Keefe, and Avery Forbes. 

And do you think I would forget my 
own staff? No. My own staff, I com-
mend them: Charles Kieffer—man, he is 
it, he is the man, Charles Kieffer—Chip 
Walgren, Scott Nance, Drenan Dudley, 
and our Coast Guard detailee, Sean 
MacKenzie. What a staff. 

Finally, on a personal note, I mark 
the recent passing of Robert M. 
Sempsey this past Saturday. Bob 
Sempsey worked for the Congressional 
Budget Office for nearly 25 years. He 
was the principal analyst for the 
Homeland Security and Labor-HHS- 
Education appropriations bills. He was 
a good friend. He was a fine teacher for 
many of our Senate staff. To his wife 
and three children, I extend my hand in 
your time of grief. Bob was a fine pub-
lic servant. He will be sorely missed. 

With regard to the Homeland Secu-
rity conference report, I again com-
pliment the inimitable Chairman JUDD 
GREGG. 

I urge its adoption, and I yield the 
floor. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, it is 
with regret that I oppose this con-
ference report. 

I am a strong advocate of the need 
for the Department of Homeland Secu-
rity and its work. And as the ranking 
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member of the Department’s lead au-
thorizing committee, I do not lightly 
oppose this appropriations bill for the 
Department’s vital work. But I feel I 
have no choice but to protest what I 
consider to be dangerous and misguided 
cuts in the vital programs that help 
America’s first responders. 

Just weeks ago, we watched with hor-
ror as our fellow citizens in Louisiana 
and Mississippi suffered the ravages of 
Hurricane Katrina. It was inevitable 
that a hurricane of that size and inten-
sity would cause hardship. But we 
know that the pain was far greater and 
the recovery far more daunting than it 
needed to have been if our Government 
had done all it could to prepare for and 
respond to the catastrophe. We know 
that preparedness planning was inad-
equate; that first responders lacked the 
equipment and communications they 
needed to respond; and that first re-
sponders and officials did not have the 
training and command structures they 
needed to work effectively together to 
help the many victims depending on 
them. And this for a catastrophic hur-
ricane that had been predicted in ad-
vance. We can only speculate what pre-
paredness and response to an unfore-
seen catastrophic terror attack might 
look like. 

We know, in short, that we have very 
far to go before we are as ready as we 
must be for the threats ahead. So why 
are we now are asked to approve dra-
matic cuts in the very programs that 
could help strengthen these essential 
capabilities? 

This conference report would cut the 
three core first responder programs— 
the State Homeland Security Grant 
Program, SHSGP, the Urban Area Se-
curity Initiative, UASI, and the Law 
Enforcement Terrorism Prevention 
Program, LETPP—by 28 percent—near-
ly a third. The State homeland grants, 
which make up the backbone of most 
prevention and preparedness efforts, 
would be cut in half from fiscal year 
2005 levels. And this comes on top of 
several years of cuts to these accounts. 
I know these cuts will leave unaccept-
able gaps in homeland security efforts 
in my own state of Connecticut, and I 
assume other States will also be unable 
to achieve their preparedness and re-
sponse goals without more help from 
the Federal Government. 

By contrast, the Senate voted in sup-
port of S. 21, a bill sponsored by Sen-
ator COLLINS and me, to authorize a 
significant increase in funding for 
these core first responder programs. 
The Homeland Security and Govern-
mental Affairs Committee has also en-
dorsed legislation to create a new dedi-
cated grant program to help first re-
sponders obtain interoperable commu-
nications equipment. This vital need— 
so painfully apparent on 9/11 and again 
during Katrina and its aftermath— 
alone is estimated to cost billions of 
dollars. Currently, first responders 
must purchase interoperable commu-
nications systems with these general 
homeland security grants, making the 
pending cuts all the more distressing. 

I recognize that appropriators strug-
gled with constraints imposed by the 
administration’s budget and had to 
make difficult choices between many 
important homeland security needs. I 
appreciate that conferees fought to in-
clude dedicated money for rail, transit 
and port security grants, as well as for 
the Coast Guard’s Deepwater program. 
But I reject the premise that we must 
accept this as the best we can do for 
our first responders. It is not the best 
we can do. It must not be the best we 
can do. We know that the threats—nat-
ural or manmade—are real, and that 
we are not yet ready to meet them. 
Katrina has just underscored that les-
son. Two years ago, a distinguished 
task force chaired by our former col-
league Warren Rudman told us that 
our first responders were ‘‘drastically 
underfunded, dangerously unprepared’’ 
and that we would need close to $100 
billion over 5 years to meet critical 
preparedness and response needs. Yet 
in the time since, we have only whit-
tled away at these critical programs 
rather than strengthening them. As I 
have said before, we have the best mili-
tary in the world because we are will-
ing to pay for it. We should not do less 
for our defenses here at home. 

I wish to go on record opposing this 
conference report because I believe we 
must find a way to do more for our 
first responders and the communities 
they serve. 

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I rise 
today in opposition to the fiscal year 
2006 Homeland Security appropriations 
bill. I oppose this conference report for 
three main reasons. First, the funding 
levels for first responder grants has 
been slashed to the lowest levels in the 
post-9/11 era despite the evident need 
for resources. Second, the bill adopts a 
formula for the distribution of first re-
sponder grants that is unpredictable, 
lacking in basic fiscal safeguards and 
will leave many parts of this country 
vulnerable. Third, this conference re-
port underfunds mass transit security. 

This conference report cuts the fund-
ing allocation for State and local first 
responder grants from $1.1 billion en-
acted in fiscal year 2005 to only $550 
million for fiscal year 2006, an unac-
ceptable and unwise reduction. More-
over, the level contained in the con-
ference report is a full $270 million less 
than the amount requested in the ad-
ministration’s budget request. Unfortu-
nately, these reductions continue a 
downward trend. The overall amount of 
homeland security funding for first re-
sponders and state and local needs has 
declined by $1.2 billion in just the past 
2 years. 

This is not the time to slash funding 
levels of these critical preparedness 
grants. These Draconian cuts are par-
ticularly remarkable given the recent 
failures in the response to Hurricane 
Katrina. That disaster clearly indi-
cated that this Nation is not as pre-
pared as it must be and that Federal, 
State, and local first responders and 
emergency managers are lacking crit-

ical equipment, especially communica-
tions gear and training resources. This 
is not the time to be cutting the re-
sources available for these vital pre-
paredness programs. 

The second reason I voted against the 
conference report was because it adopts 
a formula to distribute these funds 
that is unbalanced, unpredictable and 
lacks accountability measures that are 
needed to ensure funds are spent wise-
ly. Indeed, this conference report un-
derscores the need for the bill Senator 
LIEBERMAN and I have developed, and 
the Senate overwhelmingly endorsed, 
to ensure a stable level of funding for 
all States. The approach taken in our 
bill would establish a formula that pro-
vides a predictable level of funding— 
scaled to reflect the different needs of 
states—that will allow all States to 
achieve essential preparedness and pre-
vention capabilities. 

We don’t know where the next ter-
rorist attack will take place. There is 
no way to predict where the next hurri-
cane, tornado, or outbreak of pandemic 
influenza will occur. Therefore, we 
must raise the preparedness of all 
States to a minimum level of prepared-
ness. 

Unfortunately, the approach taken 
by the conference report does not pro-
vide an adequate base level to help 
States and localities establish min-
imum levels of preparedness. Nor does 
it recognize, as our bill does, that some 
States, because of larger or more dense 
populations, need more funding than 
others to establish essential prepared-
ness capabilities. 

Additionally, under the ad hoc ap-
proach taken in this conference report, 
States cannot count on a predictable 
stream of funding, which makes it im-
possible to implement the long-range 
plans the DHS requires of them. We 
need a fair formula, in statute, that 
does not jump from year to year as is 
currently the case. 

Additionally, accountability meas-
ures—like independent audits, robust 
reporting requirements, and tying 
spending to standards—are simply not 
in place. We need to adopt authorizing 
legislation to ensure this funding is 
being properly spent. 

It is disappointing that the appropri-
ators largely adopted the House posi-
tion on how to distribute this funding. 
This is particularly the case given that 
the bill Senator LIEBERMAN and I put 
together received the support of more 
than 70 Senators just this past July. 

Finally, this conference report is 
flawed because it shortchanges vulner-
able areas, in particular, transit secu-
rity. The Committee on Homeland Se-
curity and Governmental Affairs re-
cently held hearings on this important 
topic which revealed vulnerabilities in 
our transit systems. The attacks in 
Madrid and London demonstrate that 
terrorists are willing and able to at-
tack transit systems; it is unconscion-
able that we are not doing more to se-
cure our domestic transit systems. 

Our Nation must make more progress 
in improving its ability to respond to 
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catastrophic disasters, whether natural 
or from a terrorist attack. Congress 
owes it to our constituents and to our 
first responders to be more thoughtful 
in how we provide the resources nec-
essary to improve our ability to deter, 
detect, and respond to threats facing 
our Nation. 

Mr. REED. Mr. President, today the 
Senate passed the Department of 
Homeland Security appropriations bill 
conference report. The bill provides 
$30.8 billion in discretionary spending 
for the Department of Homeland Secu-
rity. While it is important that the 
Senate acted to pass this legislation, I 
am concerned about the funding levels 
provided for critical programs in this 
conference report. Specifically, the bill 
cuts funding for vital first-responders 
grants, and fails to improve our Na-
tion’s transit and aviation security. 

I fear that we have failed to learn 
from the terrorist attacks in Madrid 
and London about the vulnerability of 
our transit system. Yesterday’s ter-
rorist threat against the New York 
City transit system further illustrates 
the need to increase our efforts in this 
area. Yet the conference report that we 
passed today includes only $150 million 
for transit security grants. In June, 
Senators SHELBY and SARBANES and I 
sponsored an amendment to raise fund-
ing for transit security to more than $1 
billion. Unfortunately, the amendment 
failed. But it is this level of funding, 
not $150 million, that is necessary to 
keep the Nation safe. 

Every workday, 14 million Americans 
take a train or a bus. We know that 
transit systems and their riders are by 
their very nature prime terrorist tar-
gets. Subways, light rail, buses, and 
ferries are designed for easy access and 
to move large numbers of people effi-
ciently. 

These are the facts: Numerous at-
tacks on transit; 6,000 transit systems 
in the U.S.; and 14 million riders every 
workday. I don’t think anyone can say 
transit is not a target for terrorists 
and should not be among our highest 
homeland security priorities. Yet the 
Federal Government’s response to 
these facts has been underwhelming. 
Indeed, the Federal Government has in-
vested $9 in aviation security improve-
ments per passenger, but only $0.006 in 
public transportation security per pas-
senger. Now, are aviation and transit 
the same and can we achieve the same 
level of security in the open access en-
vironment of transit? No, but I doubt 
that the 14 million Americans who use 
transit every workday think that less 
than one cent is the appropriate 
amount to invest in transit security 

Second, I am concerned about the 
cuts that the bill provides to aviation 
screening. The bill would cut funding 
for the aviation security screener 
workforce by $125 million from the 
budget request. This cut will result in 
2,000 fewer airport screeners nation-
wide, including cuts in the number of 
screeners in Rhode Island. Rather than 
cutting the number of screeners, we 

need to increase the nationwide num-
ber to 53,000 screeners in order to keep 
wait times at the current average of 
about 10 minutes. Yesterday, President 
Bush in an attempt to rally public sup-
port for the war in Iraq stated that the 
Government disrupted 10 serious ter-
rorist plots since September 11, 2001. 
Three of these plots involved hijacking 
airplanes for suicide attacks. Yet, 
today, the Republican Congress cut the 
number of screeners serving our air-
ports. 

Finally, the bill cuts funding for 
first-responder grants for States and 
local governments by about 17 percent, 
$680 billion less than last year, and 
failed to include a formula to help en-
sure all states would receive adequate 
funding and protection. 

This conference report does not do 
enough to protect Americans from ter-
rorism threats or natural disasters. 
This is a continuation of the adminis-
tration’s, and the leadership of this 
Congress, pattern of failure to learn 
from past lessons and invest in the es-
sential infrastructure necessary to 
make our country safe. Is this the type 
of belt-tightening the administration is 
willing to accept in order to continue 
to pay for irresponsible tax cuts? 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President. I rise 
today to express my displeasure with 
the Homeland Security appropriations 
conference report. More specifically, 
the conferees’ neglect of formula based 
funding for State’s first responders 
could produce dire results for small 
rural States such as Arkansas. 

The conferees’ decision to cut this 
funding, by more than half, will make 
it harder for smaller States to prevent, 
and more importantly, respond to 
emergency situations either manmade 
or natural. The events of the last 2 
months alone go to show that first re-
sponders need to be prepared regardless 
of where they are located geographi-
cally. 

The conferees’ decision to cut first 
responder funding is even more frus-
trating seeing that the U.S. Senate a 
few months ago overwhelmingly passed 
a Homeland Security appropriations 
bill that went to great lengths to main-
tain a minimum base of first responder 
funding for all States. The formula 
which was created by Senators SUSAN 
COLLINS and JOSEPH LIEBERMAN was 
fair and would have provided stability 
to our Homeland Security appropria-
tions process. I commend these Sen-
ators for their hard work and regret 
that their formula was ignored by con-
ferees. 

The conferees’ actions will not only 
do great disservice to small States’ 
first responders this year, but they 
have guaranteed that we will yet again 
spend precious time next year working 
out a funding formula to allocate 
Homeland Security grant money. 
There are many other issues that we 
must tackle but an inability to reach 
an understanding on this important 
issue will keep us stuck in the mud and 
that, Mr. President, is a disservice to 
all States. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does any 
other Member seek recognition? 

The Senator from Wyoming. 
Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I yield back 

time on our side. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 

having been yielded, the question is on 
agreeing to the conference report. 

The conference report was agreed to. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Wyoming. 
f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that there be a period of 
morning business, with Senators per-
mitted to speak for up to 10 minutes 
each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. ENZI. I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mrs. CLINTON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

RELIEF FOR THE GULF COAST 

Mrs. CLINTON. Mr. President, there 
has been a lot of activity on the floor 
over the last 24 hours. It has been fo-
cused on how best to help the people 
along the gulf coast who have been dev-
astated by twin natural disasters, 
Katrina and Rita. There has been an 
ongoing debate that took up the night 
here in trying to determine how best to 
provide the funding that the cities and 
parishes in Louisiana and in Mis-
sissippi and Alabama and Texas need in 
order to begin to deal with their press-
ing, urgent needs. 

I rise because I well remember the 
feelings that I had on this floor in the 
aftermath of the attacks we suffered on 
September 11, 2001. It was an uncertain 
and tragic time in our country. We 
were attacked and we lost nearly 3,000 
people. Eighteen acres were destroyed 
in the heart of the financial capital of 
the world. Hundreds of thousands of 
people lost their jobs. Businesses were 
shuttered, and there was great doubt as 
to how we were going to obtain the re-
sources to begin the recovery process. 

I am grateful that in New York’s 
hour of need, we had strong support in 
this Chamber. I am looking at my dear 
friend, the senior Senator from West 
Virginia, who came to our aid imme-
diately. In fact, he said he would be the 
third Senator from New York. 

Mr. BYRD. Yes. 
Mrs. CLINTON. I have never forgot-

ten that. I am so grateful because he 
helped to shepherd through the Con-
gress the money that New York needed 
immediately to meet its needs. 

I am someone who believes that in a 
time of natural or manmade disaster, 
Americans rally around each other. We 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 07:02 Oct 08, 2005 Jkt 049060 PO 00000 Frm 00033 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A07OC6.016 S07OCPT1


		Superintendent of Documents
	2016-09-14T11:23:14-0400
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




